
ATIR1BUTE:

PLAN

AT&T

BEl.l.SC'JT.'"

MEG:" ONE

MFS

S?RINT

ST,A,NCARD

ATTRBl.i'E -::;-';L

MAXi~.1JM

GEORGIA LNP FRAMEWORK

WIRELINE ATTRIBUTES

16. ADMINISTRATION

GTE CPC LANP LRN RTP ITN

18 18 18 21 18

19 17 19 21 7

17 19 17 21 17

10 10 8 10 12

7 6 8 8 8

21 16 11 19 11

92 86 81 100 73 0
147 147 147 147 147 147

1215/95



ATTRIBUTE:

PLAI'4

MFS

SPRI~T

GEORGIA LNP FRAMEWORK

WIRELINE ATTRIBUTES

17. PATENTS I LICENSING I COPYRIGHTS IMPACT

GTE CPC L.ANP LRN RTP ITN

0 9 9 9 9

0 9 9 9 9

0 9 9 9 9

0 9 9 9 9

0 9 9 9 9

0 9 9 9 9

0 54 54 54 54 0

63 63 63 63 63 63

12/5/95



ATIRI8UTE:

PLAN

~FS

GEORGIA LNP FRAMEWORK

WIRELINE ATTRIBUTES

24. IMPLEMENTATION TIME FRAME (WIRELINE)

GTE CPC LANP LRN RTP ITN

0 0 0 0 0 0

42 42 42 42 42 42

1215/95



ATTRIBUTE:

PLAN

AT&T

~c ~,- ''-.....,------'-',

SP~~,T

GEORGIA LNP FRAMEWORK

WIRELINE ATTRIBUTES

25. SMS INTERACTIONS (WIRELINE)

GTE CPC LANP LRN RTP ITN

6 6 6 6 6

6 6 6 6 6

12 12 12 12 12 0

42 42 42 42 42 42

1215/95



ATTRI8UTE:

PLAN

M.:-x'ML:M

GEORGIA LNP FRAMEWORK

WIRELESS ATTRIBUTES

18. IMPACT ON NA NUMBERING PLAN· CELLULAR (WIRELESS)

GTE CPC LANP LRN RTP (TN

12 20 12 24

13 20 18 22

14 18 20 22

22 18 20 22

61 76 70 90 0 0
108 108 108 108 108 108

1215/95



ATTRIBUTE:

AIRTOUCH

AT&T WIRELESS

8E,-,-SCLJTH MOBIL:TY

.A. r-RI8UTE TOTAL

MAXIMUM

GEORGIA LNP FRAMEWORK

WIRELESS ATTRIBUTES

19. HLR I SCP I MSC (WIRELESS)

GTE CPC LANP LRN RTP ITN

95 90 95 95

95 90 95 95

123 67 75 130

129 67 80 108

442 314 345 428 0 0

624 624 624 624 624 624

1215/95



GEORGIA LNP FRAMEWORK

WIRELESS ATTRIBUTES

ATTRIBUTE: 20. CELLULAR NATIONWIDE ROAMING I TECHNICAL (WIRELESS)

PLAN

,~&TARE ..ESS

:::: c::- -'_ \,·-0 :'"""Y..... _ '" v_ "-

GTE CPC LANP LRN RTP ITN

38 38 38 38

38 38 38 38

23 20 23 26

45 37 37 39

144 133 136 141 0 0

228 228 228 228 228 228

12/5/95



ATTRIBUTE:

PLAN

8= ~- - ...... '-::;)'-y.----_.... .'--- '-

GEORGIA LNP FRAMEWORK

WIRELESS ATTRIBUTES

21. FRAUD IMPACTS (WIRELESS)

GTE CPC LANP loRN RTP ITN

24 24 24 24

24 24 24 24

8 8 8 8

16 10 10 10

72 66 66 66 0 a
96 96 96 96 96 96

1215/95



ATTRIBUTE:

PLAN

GEORGIA LNP FRAMEWORK

WIRELESS ATTRIBUTES

22. RATING AND BILLING (WIRELESS)

GTE CPC LANP LRN RTP ITN

10 19 13 19

13 15 13 19

13 10 13 13

is 10 15 15

51 54 54 66 0 0

96 96 96 96 96 96

, 2/5/95



ATTRIBUTE:

PLAN

r-:.-= ... -- ... =u _ .. _·0,_ ,._

GEORGIA LNP FRAMEWORK

WIRELESS ATTRIBUTES

24. IMPLEMENTATION TIME FRAME (WIRELESS)

GTE CPC LANP LRN RTP ITN

0 0 0 0 0 0

24 24 24 24 24 24

1215/95



ATTRIBUTE:

"LAN

MAXIMUM

GEORGIA LNP FRAMEWORK

WIRELESS ATTRIBUTES

25. SMS INTERACTIONS (WIRELESS)

GTE CPC LANP LRN RTP ITN

0 0 0 0 0 0

24 24 24 24 24 24

1215/95



Attachment #5: Implementation Issues



Attachment #5

Selection Committee

Implementation Issues

Identified at the December 5, 1995 Meeting

GTE Proposal:
- GTE stated that Infor11ation received from various switch vendors indicated
that the full sWitch functionality needed to support their proposal could be made
avallab!e within 12 months from the implementation decision
- AT&T Network Systems indicated that they have made no commitment to a 12
month interval at th is point
- Prior to finalizing an availability date, it would be necessary to develop a
sWitch requirements document and then to negotiate an availability date from
the sWitch manufacturers
- Out of state calls wouid be handled through an N-1 dip to a database
- A question was raised concerning the acceptability of GTE's overlay NPA, in
light of the recent Com::lssion decision to implement the Atlanta NPA spilt
geog raphlcally

CPC Proposal:
- The New York trial which uses a CPC, is planned for 1096 - 2096; results of
thiS trial may impact availability dates
- Implementation in the OMS-100 and OMS-1 00/200 switches is panned for
4096 With an IN trigger
- Implementatlon In the 5ESS is planned for 1097 with the LNP trigger
· Irnplemerltation In the 1AESS is planned for 2097 with the LNP trigger
- ~he ability to swap thE' CPC and the NPA is planned for 2096 for the 5ESS
switch
· There are no current plans to implement the CPC/NPA swap in the 1AESS
- The CPC solution easily migrates to an LRN solution
- Prior to finalizing an availability date, it would be necessary to develop the
Georgia requirements and then to negotiate/confirm availability dates from the
SWitch manufacturers

LAN Proposal:
· Implementation on the 5ESS, with full functionality is planned for 1097, with
an AIN trigger
· Implementation on the 1AESS is planned for 2097, with an AIN trigger
· Implementation on the OMS-100 and OMS-100/200 is planned for 2097,
using an AIN TAT trigger
- Implementation on the Ericsson switch is planned for 2097, with an AIN trigger
· Implementation on the Siemens switch is planned for 2097, using an IN
trigger



- Implementation on the 4E55 is planned for 2Q97, with an AIN trigger
- These switch implementation planning dates are based on vendor
commitments made ir Illinois and are based on the IllinoIs switch requirements
doc:Jment
- Prier to finalizing availability dates for Georgia, it would be necessary to revrew
:~e ! .:ois switch reqL..:rements document and determine its applicablilty to
Ge: -~ 3, and then to negotiate availability dates from the switch manufacturers
basej er. any (or no) -eqUirements document modifications

LAN? Proposal:
· No sWitch availability plan ning dates were known
· The LANP development effort is a significant effort and is somewhat greater
than the effort requirec for LRN
· There is a LANP trial m New York
· Pror to finalizing an availability date, it would be necessary to develop a
sWitch requirements document and then to negotiate an availability date from
the s'N:tch manufacturers

ATP Proposal:
· No sWitch availability planning dates were known
'"' Although there is an option of implementing RTP without a database. there
was concern that this i''''plementation option would not work
- There is a requiremert for 55-7 between the Release switch and the Pivot
switch
· There are more standards implications with this proposal
· Prior to finalizing an availability date, it would be necessary to develop a
switch requirements do::ument and then to negotiate an availability date from
tre sWitch manufacture's

Genera! Items:
- The aval !ability dates on wireless switches were not known
· For those cases were ~here are planned switch dates, there is some concern
by some Selection Corrmittee members on the ability to incorporate the
functicnallty In t~e switc'les by the committed dates



Attachment #6: Companies Input on
Implementation Plan
Options



Attachment 16

~ATIaT

MEMORANDUM

To \'~tl Knlgh
F:on1 Jar.;. GjJnn~IIJ

R~ \'umb~r Po "[JbllIty
D..J:~ 12 20! 95

In re'ran,~ to the letter da'ed December 21, 1995 requesting comments on the pres and
con~ af ~Jch ImpkmentJtJt1n plan \LR~ and epe to LR~ ), AT&T Wireless Ser\ Ices
(AT&:T\\'5) IS fOCUSIng th~ir efforts on 3 long term solutlon of number portJbtllt) When
AT&T\\'5 d~cid~s to enter number portabIlity, the long term preferred solution b LR\'
\\'e 3re not consldeflng ml lrating from one solution to another \\ hen we declde to pon
number~,

There IS no need for AT&T\\'5 to be concerned \\ ith implementation (pJg~ 1~ - 5 11

d3tes for \\Ire line solutIon because our focus IS on the long term solution, \\'c lJ.\e no
reJson [0 beli~\e that the dHes mentioned by each \ endor are not obtainable.

If Jnyone h.::s Jny questIon·, please do not hesitate to call me at ·W7 -655-7'+'+'+,



POSITION OF BELLSOUTH TELECOMMUNICATIONS (BST)

CPC TO LRN MIGRATION PLAN

As a f~~=a-ental state~ent of belief, BS7 d~es n~t

be::'eve ttat ~nd~stry efforts to devel~p a long ter~ r.~~~er

p~r:ability sol~tio~ sh~~:d be diverted to co,-s:derat:on of
any ~id-ter~ or i~teri~ database solutio,-s. BS7 car.,-o:
s~~~or: tte imp:e~entation of such sol~tions unless it can
be clearly de~onstrated that migration to the perrnane~t l~ng

ter~ sol~tio~ will not be delayed and that deplo1~ent of
these sol~tions car. wlthstand rigoro~s cost/bene:::
s:r~::ny. As dis:lssed below, this demonstra:io~ has
sFecifically ~ot )cc~r~ed :~ d:sc~ssi~~s w::t:~ 3eo~9~a on a
pc:e~:ial CPC ~c ~R~ ~:;~a~icn ~:a~.

3ST' s genera~ oPFos:':ion to the deplor·e:-.t ~f i:-.:~r:.~

database n~~ber pJrtability solut:ons is based ~pon a n~~ber

of factors. Since the same industry resources w:ll be
req~ired to develJp an interim database solution or a Ion;
terr:; soltltion, th·= deplop,er.t of interir:; database sol·...:.::o:-.s
w::: only delay t~e ava~:abi:ity of a fully functic~al :o~g

ter~ database solltion. :nterim database solutio~s are
eXFe:ted to be in:omplete solutions ir.volvi~g manual
cpe~a::cns worka~)unds and ~an~a~ processi~g of b:::i~g.

7h~se ~anual oper3tior.s are inherently more prone to errors
t:-.a:--, a",to:,:",ated or "e.ow thro1.:gh" procedtlres. An ir.t.eri~.

database solution migrat:ng to a robust long term solut:on
wi:: =es~:: i~ a ~,ore complex impleme~taticn plan. 7~~s

added complexity will introduce opportun:ties for errors a~=

pot.e,-tial delays and therefore more disruption in the publ:o
sw:.t.ched telephone network. Finally, alt~ough costs have
~o: been quantified, it should be obvio1.:s from the preced:~q

~act.ors that deploying interim database solutions will drive
up t~e total cost of nu~ber portability, a cost which BS7
believes should be minimized to the greatest extent
poss:ble. Furthernore, the availability of already existent
interim solutions (i.e ReF) is adequate to provide number
portability capab lities until a robust, long term solution
can be deployed.



Discussions by the Georgia Number Portability Selecti~~

C8~~i:tee on the specl:ic potential CPC to L~~ mlgra:ion
de;:::l~ent pla::. -:.ave revealed no ta:lg:::::::'e benefits f::r
~~~:~g forward w~th suc~ a strategy. The recognized
::~:ec:ives of s~:h a plan are twofold: first. to attai:l
q'..;.: ::.<.er deploymer:: of a nu",ber portability solution and
sec:nj:y :0 deplcy a sol~tion which cverc::mes the
def:c:e:,.c:es of:·...:.rre:'.tly avallable inter1M arrar;ge:i,en:s.
J:sc~ssions by t~e Select:on COMMittee and as doc~Mer;ted :n
th:s Report have indicated that a CPC to LRN mi;ration pla~

at J:es: or.ly par'ially ""eets these objectives. In regard to
ti~e fraMe. based ~por. tr.e conser.sus 1r:',pler.,entatior. pla:l
de~elc=ed by the Select:on Committee the C?C proposal is
ava:lable, at best, or.ly three months prior to the
ava:latil:ty of "he LR~ proposal. This mir.imal ad~ancement

':"5 :-:::: ever: app::' .. cable to all s'",rltch types curre:,.':ly
de=l:ved within Geor;la. In fact, 1r. the Atlanta.. ~. ..."

Metropolitan area this advanceMer.t would only apply to the
~~or:el C:vrS 180 wL.. ::h serves the fewest number of :\xx codes
of the SW1 tch types de;;;loyed in the area. This t ime fra~,e

may even be questlonable since a CPC requirements document
has not yet been ~ade available for aST review. Selectlon
COMmittee discussions and documentation have also revealed
that the CPC pro~osal available in the preceding time frame
.:..s :-:ot a complete solution and May involve both feat~re

interaction problems and incomplete billing and operations
SCl~:l:~S. At least two currently aval:able feat~res,

Au:omatic Recall and Automatic Callback, may not operate
properly with the CPC proposal depending on the sw::ch ty~e~

i~v~lved. Therefore, in sUG~ary lt has been recog::.~zed a~d

doc~~en:ed by the Selec:ion Com~ittee that the CPC proposal
may only partially overcome the current deficiencies
associated with interim arrangements and will only provide a
questionable benefit of a partial three month advancement in
t~e availability of an L~~ solution implemented directly. !n
SST's view, this benefit is ~ot outweighed by the associated
additional cost and complexities associated with this
approach.

7he primary rationale offered by MCl Metro in support
of the CPC to LRN migration plan is an expressed lack of
confidence in the vendors' ability to deliver the LRN
solution on schedule. The resulting concern is that the
deployment of a long term number portability solution ~ay be
delayed. aST does not believe Mcr Metro's concerns are well-



fo~~ded. First, ~he ve~dors present in t~e Selectlon
Ce~~:::ee disc~ss:ons have provided their s:rong ass~ra~=e

t:-.~: :~e LR.."1 so2.·.. tie:1 w:.ll :.r.deed be del:'/ered as sche:L.l::'ed,
~ :~:: docu~e;.:ec: :~ t~:.s Report. Seco~dly, BS7 believes
:~3: :~~s co~ce~:' over ve~d~r avai:abili:y may a;ply eq~a::~~

as"lell :e t:-:e a\ailabillty of a CPC solution. 1:1 any even':,
t:-:e :~~le~e;.:at:.:n Co~mittee preposed by the Selection
::--:':tee w:.ll :-:ave the opportu~ity to assess the :~~

sc:-:ed~le on an o~going basis. These factors argue strengly
that ~CI Metro's concerns are not sufficient to s~ppert any
d:':ersio:-: of :::d'...stry eff::rts to impleme~t direc:ly the L~'\;

scl~::en recom~e~ded by the Selec:ion Co~~i::ee.

?inally, BS: no:es that the preceding discussion
f~=~ses pr~~ar~:y =~ call pro=essi~g and switch sc~~~are

ava~labi::.:y. It ~~st also be noted that as docu~ented by
the Select:on Cc~~:t:ee a Service Management Sys:e~ SXS)
2perated by a ne~:ral third party is a key element in
i~ple~enting a:1Y jatabase nu~ber portability solutien. 7he
Geor;:a SMS subce~~i::ee has develeped an imple~enta:io:1

t:~e::~e wh:ch, a:~hough stl:: under review, is be::eved cy
':he subcommittee :0 represent an aggressive schedule. 7his
ti~el:ne calls fe~ availability of the SMS in the :une :997
ti~e fra~e. If th.s schedule proves to be accurate, the S~S

may bec:~e the co~:rol:lng factor in the availab:li':y of the
cc~;~e:e pc~~abl:_ty sol~tis~ and even the ~:ni~al

advancement ::1 sw_tch software availab:::ty referenced above
wi:: p~oviie ~o b·~~efit i~ te~~s of ~he~ the co~;:e:e

scl~::cr. w:ll ac: .a::y be available.



------------------------- ---------------------------------------------------

KI ;:lOSITIDN ON IMPLEMENT~TION PLANS

~I st~c~gl~ be:Ieves the ava1lablllty dates provIded by sW1tch
~endors ~Gr the LocatIon Fouting Number (LRN) capab1l1ty are unl1kely
to be met. RelIance on trese announced dates places at rIsk the
pote~t:al for Georg1a telecommun1cations subscrIbers to enjoy the
benefIts of competItIon ir 1997. An alternatIue, albeIt 1nter1m,
jatabased number portab1llty arrangement 1S aua1lable 1n the same t1me
frame WhICh does not engender equivalent risk. This arrangement,
:arrier Portab1l1ty Code <CPC), is ava1lable 1Q97 and requires llttle,

any, sw1tch software development. It appears prudent to implement
n~~ber portab1l1ty 1n Georgia using the CPC capab1lity and later
~lgrate to the LRN capab1l1ty when It becomes ava1lable

~re ~RN Jroposal represents substant1al r1sk of delay because:

,. Req~:~e~ents work has cnly now been completed In IllIno1s and
BellSouth and some other GeorgIa partIc1pants have yet to endorse the
InIt:al verSIon of th1S dccument.

2. The tIme frame for sW1tch software development
the ~RN capab1l1ty 1S NOT a m1nor network change.
experIence w1th schedules for switch developments
1rj1cate that at least so~e vendors will not meet
schedules.

1S extremely t1ght;
Decades of

of th1S magnItude
1nltially expected

3. I~plementat1on delays may be caused by OperatIonal Support System
development requlrements. Start1ng number portabIlIty uS1ng CPC avo1ds some
potertlal software development schedul1ng roadblocks.

4. CPC 1S relat1vely 1nexpenS1ve and so prov1des an opportun1ty to
lntroduce number portab1lIty in Georg1a wlth an 1nvestment
substantIally below that required to 1ntroduce LRN. Th1S 1S because
the CPC sW1tch gener1c 1S less complex than the that of the LRN.
Furthermore, less common channel slgnal1ng network lnvestment 1S
requlred Slnce the SIgnalIng loads are lower wlth CPC than with LRN
due to the shorter ISUP (call set-up) signallng messages.

5. A maJorIty of the 1nvestment incurred to implement CPC 1S re-used when
a tranSItIon to LRN 1S performed. In addltlon, the maJor manufacturers
of s~ltches used in Georg~a have agreed the transIt10n from CPC to
~RN 1S eaSIly accompllsheQ and wlth modest adm1n1strat1ve effort.

Consequently, we urge the Georgia CommISSIon to adopt an implementatIon
plan which Introduce number portability using the CPC capab1lIty and
Wh1Ch later m1grates to the LRN arrangement when It eventually becomes
ava1lable.



MEDIAONE

Discussion on the Proposed

Georgia Number Portability Implementation Plans

As srate:! ~ ~he Se!ec~on Committee Report, Section 5, each Selection Committee
merrbe' ras ::--e cpportun ty to provide comments on the two proposed number
po~ab:; if mp!eme::tat!on plans for Georgia, The two implementation plans being
considered are the AT&T _ocation Routing Number (LRN) proposal and the MCI
Carrier Portability Code (CPC) proposal which would migrate to the LRN solution
once It becomes available Both implementation plans support the implementation
-f LRN as the recommended mid-to-Iong term solution.

Med'aOne strongly recommends that the miQration to a database number
~)Qr:ab!':'y' SQ'ui:on In GeorOla be directly tQ the AT&T LRN SQlution, with no interim
CDC step. T~,e reaSQns fer thiS recQmmendatiQn are as follows:

One of the key issues centers Qn the availability date for the LRN switcn
software. During the December 19, 1995 Selection CQmmittee meetr::g,
representatives frQrr AT&T, Nortel and Siemens stated that their CQmpanles
were committed to developing the required switch software upgrades by the
second quarter of 1997, They Indicated that they have secured the
necessary internal funding and have initiated the development effort. In
addition, Ericsson has made similar commitments to MFS. Based on the
current level of sWitch vendor commitment. MediaOne believes that the
current switch upgrade dates are possible to achieve, and therefore
recor;'~,ends gcing jirectly to the LRN solution.

The deployment of an interim CPC solution will negatively impact the
ava!lab:: ty of the recommended LRN solution in Georgia. The current CPC
to-:"'RN implementat.on plan schedule shows that LRN would not be
deplJyed unti I 1998. This is too long to wait for a fully operation database
numbe~ portability solution. Valuable resources will be diverted to the
irlte'! rn CPC solutior, which will cause a delay in the availability of a fully
fU"::,Jnal database solution (LRN), MediaOne does not support spending
time and resources on an intenm CPC that delays the implementation of the
recommended LRN 1umber portability solution for Georgia.

The current interim CPC schedule indicates that CPC can be made
available a couple 01 months before the LRN solution. With the
implementation of a database number portability solution, a significant
amount of work is required. This includes the deployment of new network
elements, the upgrading of existing switches, the implementation of new
internal company procedures, the negotiation of intercompany procedures,
and the planning and implementation of a neutral third party SMS system.
Because of the amount of work required. it is MediaOne's opinion that the
earlier CPC schedule will not be met, and that CPC would actually be
deployed closer to tre currently identified LRN schedule.



MediaOne feels that it would be a mistake to divert scarce resources away from the
implementation of LRN as the recommended database number portability solution
for Georg:a. It is important to "keep our eye on the mark" and to move as qUickly as
possible to a fully operational database number portability solution.

Rec::;- ;: -g :he corrprexity of the effort to implement a database number portability
SO!L~'C" : S "'pcrtant to evaluate the implementation progress and direction
d-lr--:;; the ~D!emer:a:[on process. As additional information is received
C'Jncerr''''g schedules. comrlitments, costs, intenace issues, SMS work, etc. it will
t:e ""'pc,1ant to evaluate the implementation direction and time frames. This Will
help :0 ens~re that we are s·aying on the right patr as different circumstarces
a'i ;;::1



Attachment #7: Implementation Plan
Summary Schedules



Attachment #7

PROPOSED LAN SCHEDULE

January 5, 1996

MAJOR AREA OF
FOCUS

Switches:

1096
Commission order

4096
Test Plan Ol!veloped

1097
(Jan) AT&T Lab Lab
testing lor 5E, lA, 4E,
Ericsson

2097
(Apr) Lab Lab testing lor
the OMS. Siemens

3097
(Jul) Deploy LRN on
OMS, E rlccson,4E,
lA, Siemens

Switching and billing
requirements finalized

5E-11 Generic GA date (Mar) 5ESS LAN GA (Apr - May) SST Lab
teshng on 5ESS

(Oec.)5ESS LAN FOA lAESS LAN FOA

4ESS LAN FOA

(Mar) OMS LAN FOA

(Mar) Siemens FOA

Ericsson FOA

(Jun) Siemens GA

(Jun) OMS GA

Ericsson GA

(May - Jun) SST Lab
testing on OMS, 1A, 4E

lAESS GA with LAN
trigger

4ESS LAN G.A.

(Jun) Deploy LRN on
5ESS

OSS & Billing: Individual Companies need to have all systems ready by May, 1997

Operator Services: Need to evaluate Operator Services impacts prior to defining the work eltort

Internal Operations IndiVidual Companies need to t1av(' processes In place by May, 1997
Planning:

Regional SMS:

Carrier SCP/SMS:

SMS schedule per SMS Commit1ee timeline. showing a 6-3-97 ready date. Needs to advance to May, 1997 as a must-have date
Pre'erence is 'or a 1097 date.

Individual Companies SCP/SMS should be available by May, 1997
~........
QI
n
:T
3
~.......
'-.J



;

Attachment #7

PROPOSED CPC to LRN SCHEDULE*

January 5, 1996

aAJOR AREA OF
FOCUS 1096 2096 3096 4096 1097 2097 4097 1098

,Itches: Commission (Feb) New (Aug) NY (Dec) 5ESS epe (Mar) 5ESS epe epe to LAN epe to LHN LRN
Jte: The 4ESS epe order York Toal Tual ends FOA GA Trans Plang. Translholl Deployed
Idionality is available begins testing
lay) (Dec) OMS - GA 1AESS epc FOA 1AESS G.A.

Finalize existing Prelim. trial Final trial (Dec) Siemens- Ericsson FDA Ericsson G.A
Switching rqmts results lesults GA
(N.Y.) tor 5ESS 4ESS FDA 4ESS CiA

Review (Mar) CPC CPC
Ericsson and Deployed on deployed
Siemens specs OMS, 5ESS, on 1AESS,
and OK Siemens 4ESS,

Ericsson
Evaluate needs (Nov - Jan) SST (Noll - Jan) SST
tor 4E and 1A Multi Vendor Lab Multi Vendor Lab
requirements Testing Testing

leglonal SMS:

:arrler SCP/SMS:

lperator Services:

ass & Billing:

Internal Operations
Planning:

SMS schedule per SMS Committee timeline. showing a 6-3-97 ready date. Needs to advance to February, 1997 as a must-halle
date.
- SMS Specifications will need to include both epe and SMS
- Additional moditications will be needed to transition to LAN

Individual Company SCP/SMS should be available by Jan, 1997
- Need to support both CPC and LAN in development
. Additional modifications will be needed to transition to LRN

Need to evaluate Operator Services impacts prior to defining the work ettort
- Being tested in New York CPC trial

Individual Company OSS and Billing system updates required by Feb, 1997
- Additional modifications will be needlfd to transition to LAN

Individual Company Processes nef; j to be In place by Feb, 1997
-Some information will be aVrul<lble trom the NY tnal
- Additional modifications Will be needed to trans.lIOn to LAN

* Note: ThiS epe alternative schedule is based on the New York trial. not a field-qrade deployment.


